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CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

Atlanta, Georgia

This Draft General Management Plan Amendment/Environmental Impact Statement evaluates four al-
ternatives for the future management of the Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area. It de-
fines the strategies that will allow for diverse visitor use of the Chattahoochee River National Rec-
reation Area, protect park resources, and provide for the enjoyment of the people. The National Park
Service is the lead agency for this project.

The Centralized Access Alternative, the preferred alternative, would draw visitors toward a system of
three hubs in which administrative and interpretive facilities would provide visitor information, rest
rooms, parking lot and roads, trail heads, and access to the Chattahoochee River. The hubs would
provide an opportunity to optimize the visitors’ experience and understanding of the park. The visi-
tors’ experience would be focused on the interpretive activities and other facilities available while in
the hubs, and provide for solitude and natural settings outside the hubs. This alternative would allow
the National Park Service to concentrate limited resources in hubs, while maintaining a wide variety
of visitor use.

The Focus on Solitude Alternative would minimize development in the park and maximize the op-
portunity for visitors to experience solitude in natural settings that are relatively insulated from the
surrounding urban conditions, particularly in newly acquired areas. This alternative would allow
continued use of existing facilities. Some areas subject to active use would continue such use, but
with the option to improve resource conditions through various means.

The Expanded Use Alternative would expand and distribute visitor access throughout the park, in-
cluding newly acquired parcels, and would provide a wide variety of visitor experiences. New facili-
ties would be developed or existing facilities would be refurbished. Connectivity to existing
neighborhoods would be optimized and expanded. The National Park Service could provide for a
wide variety of visitor experiences and would provide trail linkages to areas outside the park.

The Continue Current Management or No Action Alternative would continue the current manage-
ment practices into the future. There would be only minor changes in resources management, visitor
programs, or facilities beyond regular maintenance activities. The current park road system would be
retained, and existing traffic management practices would continue.

The potential environmental consequences are addressed for each alternative, including impacts to
natural resources, cultural resources, transportation, and visitor and community values.

National Park Service
Superintendent

1978 Island Ford Parkway
Atlanta, GA 30350- 3400

For further information about this document, write the above address or call: 678- 538- 1200
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OVERVIEW

This general management plan and environmental
impact statement is the basic guidance document
for managing the Chattahoochee River National
Recreation Area. The purposes of this plan are to
specify resource conditions and visitor experiences
to be achieved in the park and to provide the foun-
dation for decision- making and preparation of
more specific resource plans regarding park man-
agement.

The final general management plan will be the
second comprehensive plan prepared for the
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area by
the National Park Service. When completed, it will
represent an agreement by the National Park Ser-
vice with the public on how the park will be used
and managed during the plan period. This plan
represents the results of a multi- year planning
process that began in 1999. It complies with appli-
cable National Park Service planning guidance,
including: Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000c¢),
and Director’s Order #12 and Handbook: Conserva-
tion Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and
Decision Making (NPS 2001b). The geographic area
covered by this plan includes 10,000 acres of land
located along 48 miles of the Chattahoochee River
corridor extending from Peachtree Creek in At-
lanta north to Buford Dam, Lake Lanier. The area
includes the 6,800 acres within the park’s bounda-
ries as 0of 1984 and an additional 3,200 acres desig-
nated for the park by Congress in 1999.

Since the 1989 general management plan was pre-
pared, the Atlanta metropolitan area has grown
rapidly. The counties that border the Chattahoo-
chee River National Recreation Area (Cobb, Ful-
ton, Forsyth, and Gwinnett) are among the fastest
growing in the United States. This rapid develop-
ment has resulted in industrial, commercial, and
housing developments close to the narrow, linear
park. Simultaneously, the number and variety of
visitor uses have increased dramatically, especially
in the past decade. As a result, the updated general
management plan must address problems associ-
ated with physical encroachment and increased
levels and types of visitor use. Three key manage-
ment issues have been identified for the park.

iii

The first key management issue is to deter-
mine the most appropriate levels of service
for visitor interpretation and education in the
park. Key issues include:

How can the park accommodate an in-
creasing numbers of visitors and still
provide effective infrastructure, such as
water and wastewater facilities, roads,
and parking areas?

How can the park provide effective
educational and interpretive programs
for increasing numbers of visitors?

A second key management issue is to deter-
mine suitable locations for administration
and visitor facilities. Key questions are:

What are the most appropriate locations
to support administration and opera-
tions functions while minimizing re-
source disturbance?

Should these facilities be concentrated
in a few locations or spread out over a
larger geographical area?

What is the basis for deciding where fa-
cilities should be located, and what
types should be constructed?

The third key management issue is to deter-
mine how to manage the park to allow for
quality visitor experiences while protecting
natural and cultural resources. The park is
located in a long, narrow river corridor sur-
rounded by rapidly developing communities
and park is therefore highly sensitive to po-
tential effects of encroachment and use. Key
issues include:

Physical disturbance of soils on con-
struction sites in developing areas im-
mediately around the park can lead to
sedimentation of the Chattahoochee
River and streams within the park, with
resulting adverse impacts on aquatic life
and water quality. How can the park
deal effectively with non- point pollu-
tion and sedimentation?

Water quality in streams within the
park, including the Chattahoochee
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River, can be adversely impacted by
nonpoint runoff from impervious sur-
faces in adjoining developed areas. Pol-
lutants such as fecal coliform bacteria,
trace metals, and organic compounds
can be introduced via this mechanism.
How can the National Park Service
maintain water quality in streams within
the park?

Exotic species encroaching from
neighboring areas may threaten native
species in the park. How can the Na-
tional Park Service manage the control
of exotic species to prevent or minimize
the effects to native species?

Encroachment by development can lead
to creation of numerous informal, un-
maintained (social) trails in the park
created by people from adjoining resi-
dential areas. Social trails disturb native
vegetation and can lead to soil erosion,
especially in steeper areas. How can the
National Park Service manage trails to
prevent or minimize the effects of social
trails?

Increased numbers of visitors require
water and wastewater infrastructure as
well as education and interpretation
services. Construction and operation of
these types of facilities, along with asso-
ciated roads and parking areas, can af-
fect and have affected the park’s natural
habitats and cultural resources. How
can the park manage the construction
and operation of these facilities to
minimize impacts on natural and cul-
tural resources?

The potential solutions to these issues are reflected
in the management alternatives analyzed in this
general management plan and environmental
impact statement. The alternatives address the
adequacy and appropriateness of park services and
facilities and the challenges posed by managing a
large, linear park in the center of a major, rapidly
developing metropolitan area.

As with all national parks, management of the
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area is
guided by numerous congressional acts, Executive

Orders, regulatory requirements, and National
Park Service policies. In addition to the approaches
contained in the alternatives in this general man-
agement plan, the National Park Service strives to
implement these legislative, executive, and policy
requirements in the park. The “Servicewide Poli-
cies and Mandates” section identifies the desired
conditions that the National Park Service will work
to attain regardless of the alternative that is se-
lected and the types of actions the National Park
Service will take to achieve those desired condi-
tions.

Specific resources and values, called impact topics,
were used to focus the planning process and the
assessment of the consequences of each of four
alternatives. Four criteria were used to determine
the impact topics. They included resources cited in
the establishing legislation for the park or the
parkway, resources critical to maintaining the
significance and character of the park, resources
recognized as important by laws or regulations, and
resources of concern to the public, as expressed
during scoping. Impact topics were organized into
three categories.

Natural resources, including air quality, the
Chattahoochee River and its tributaries, wet-
lands and floodplains, deciduous forests,
protected and rare species, and other native
wildlife.

Cultural resources, including archeological
resources, historic buildings, structures, ob-
jects, and properties of traditional religious
and cultural significance.

Visitor and community values, including tra-
ditional park character and visitor experi-
ence, regional and local transportation, and
community character.

Decision points were then generated for the park
by soliciting comments at six public meetings lo-
cated throughout the corridor during the fall of
2000 and at meetings with agencies. Decision
points are statements that specify a range of possi-
ble future conditions in the park, based on public
input. The decision points are used as the basis for
developing the alternatives in the environmental
impact statement for the general management plan.
The following decision points were developed.
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Should present practices of management,
preservation, and protection of natural and
cultural resources be maintained, or should
these management, preservation, and protec-
tion practices be expanded in volume, type,
and scope?

Should the park enhance visitor access and
use with associated facilities, or should the
park restrict use and access to selected areas?

Should the park widen its circle of influence,
or should the park restrict its focus to activi-
ties within park boundaries?

Four alternatives were developed to provide dif-
ferent approaches for addressing the decision
points. To design these alternatives, the National
Park Service conducted public scoping, developed
the above decision points, and then screened a
larger number of alternatives, refining them based
on public input. Following the general definition of
the alternatives, the National Park Service identi-
fied management prescriptions (future uses) po-
tentially applicable for implementing the alterna-
tives. The prescriptions are possible future uses of
the park that reflect concerns and issues identified
by the public during the scoping process.

Five management prescriptions define the target
visitor experiences and resource conditions that
could occur under the four alternatives for the
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area.
Each alternative is a combination of several man-
agement prescriptions. None of the alternatives
would use all of the prescriptions, and the locations
where some of the prescriptions would be applied
vary among alternatives. The prescriptions empha-
size desired conditions and visitor experiences for
forests, the Chattahoochee River, cultural re-
sources, recreation areas, visitor facilities, and
administration and operations areas.

Using a system of zones, the management pre-
scriptions were then mapped to specific areas of
the park to define the future uses in the park as
defined under the various prescriptions. The fol-
lowing five management zones were developed.

Developed Zone: The developed zone
would provide the highest number of recrea-
tional and educational facilities for visitors.
This zone would be characterized by a rela-

Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area
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tively high density of people in a relatively
urbanized setting. The opportunity for soli-
tude would be low, but the potential for edu-
cational opportunities would be high. Ap-
propriate activities would include day hiking,
off- road and street biking, horseback riding,
jogging, picnicking, natural and cultural re-
sources observation, interpretative activities,
fishing, canoeing, rafting, kayaking, and use
of motorized vessels. This zone would in-
clude facilities such as buildings, roads, park-
ing lots, and paved trails.

Natural Area Recreation Zone: This zone
would allow certain types of high- use rec-
reation in a relatively undisturbed natural
environment. The number of visitors in this
zone would be relatively high, so the oppor-
tunity for experiencing solitude would be
moderate compared to the urban primitive
zone. Unpaved trails would be appropriate in
this zone, as well as activities such as off- road
bicycling.

Urban Primitive Zone: This zone allows
visitors to experience a relatively natural en-
vironment and a relatively low probability of
encountering many people during a given
visit to the park. This zone would provide a
relatively undisturbed environment that
could be enjoyed by visitors interested in na-
ture and natural settings. Few people would
be encountered in this zone, use of non-
motorized vessels would be allowed. Un-
paved trails would be appropriate.

Pristine River Zone: This zone would pro-
vide visitors with an experience as close to a
natural undisturbed river corridor as possi-
ble, given the urban environment in which
the park is located. Trails would not be al-
lowed close to the river; access would be
possible by boat via boat ramps located out-
side this zone. Although the region outside
the park continues to be developed, the in-
tent of this zone is to provide a river experi-
ence of quiet and solitude to the extent prac-
ticable, enabling visitors to appreciate the
natural values of the Chattahoochee River
environment.

Cultural Resource Zone: This zone would
protect cultural resources within the park,
while allowing the public to enjoy and un-
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derstand the value of these resources. The
number of visitors to cultural resource zones
could be high, depending on the type of re-
source. Opportunity for solitude and enjoy-
ment of the natural environment would vary
according to location. This zone would be a
clearly defined area that includes archeologi-
cal or historic resources. This zone could in-
clude individual sites already listed on the
National Register of Historic Places or, in the
future, could include formally designated
cultural landscapes.

DESCRIPTIONS OF ALTERNATIVES

Guidelines for preparing environmental impact
statements require that the preferred alternative be
identified in the draft environmental impact state-

ment unless the decision- maker has no preference.

The National Park Service would find any of the
three action alternatives acceptable as the basic
approach for future management of the Chatta-
hoochee River National Recreation Area. How-
ever, the National Park Service has identified the
Centralized Access Alternative as the preferred
alternative. The following is a summary of the key
features of each of the alternatives.

Continue Current Management or No Action
Alternative

This alternative would continue the current man-
agement pattern into the future. It represents the
No Action Alternative required by the Council on
Environmental Quality (1978) guidelines for im-
plementing the National Environmental Policy Act
and Director’s Order #12: Conservation Planning,
Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Mak-
ing (NPS 2001b).

Under the No Action Alternative, the park would
be maintained and managed using the current
management strategy. There would be no major
changes in resources management, visitor pro-
grams, or facilities beyond regular maintenance.
The current park road system would be retained,
and existing traffic management would continue.

Focus on Solitude Alternative

This alternative would implement management
programs to minimize development in the park and
maximize the opportunity for visitors to experi-
ence solitude in natural settings relatively insulated
from the surrounding urban conditions, particu-
larly in newly acquired areas. This approach would
involve reducing or minimizing recreational sites
and facilities within the newly acquired areas of the
park, but would allow continued use of existing
facilities in the original units. Some areas subject to
heavy use would continue such use, with the op-
tion to improve conditions through various means;
for example, by changing visitor use patterns to
mitigate potentially adverse impacts on natural and
cultural resources. The focus on solitude would
redirect visitation initiatives to provide experiences
in a relatively natural area with few visitors. This
alternative would have the following specific fea-
tures:

Visitors would experience the natural envi-
ronment wherever feasible through a system
of non- paved walking trails, primitive areas
of beauty, and locations along the riverbanks
defined as pristine river zones where no trails
or structures would be allowed near the river.
Areas designated as pristine river zones could
be viewed from the river in non- motorized
vessels.

This alternative would allow few new facili-
ties to be constructed within park bounda-
ries; the majority of new facilities would be
built outside the park. Newly acquired addi-
tions, as authorized by Congress along the
Chattahoochee River corridor, would remain
in the more natural state, with unpaved trails
only. River use would be encouraged through
canoes, rafts, non- gas motorized vessels, and
other recreation opportunities. No new
paved roads would be built under this alter-
native.

Visitors would be provided with a quality ex-
perience in a wide variety of environments
available in the park, with an emphasis on
environmental education. The visitor experi-
ence would be highly facilitated through
learning.
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Parcels added to the park under the newly
expanded boundaries would remain in, or be
restored to, a largely natural state. Areas with
significant cultural resources would be man-
aged to protect values in accordance with
National Register standards. Limited facilities
would be added; for example, small gravel
parking lots, primitive trails, and interpretive
signage.

Centralized Access Alternative — The Preferred
Alternative

In this alternative, visitors would be drawn toward
a system of relatively developed hubs in which
administrative and interpretive facilities are lo-
cated. Hubs, at a minimum, would provide visitor
information, rest rooms, parking lot and roads, trail
head, and access to the river; such facilities would
be minimized outside hubs. The hubs would be
placed at strategic locations along the 48- mile-
long park to optimize visitors’ experience and
understanding of the park. This alternative would
have the following features:

Visitors’ experience would be focused on the
interpretive activities and other facilities
available in the hubs. Visitors, in lower num-
bers, could enjoy the extensive natural habi-
tats and cultural resources in the undevel-
oped portions of the park. Visitor activities in
natural areas outside the hubs would be fo-
cused on achieving solitude in an urban envi-
ronment.

Visitor services would be expanded while si-
multaneously maintaining green space
throughout the park by coordinating pub-
lic/private partnerships at carefully selected
centers (hubs) of the park.

The opportunity for instituting National Park
Service education and interpretive programs,
visitor services, and connectivity at key re-
gional locations would be enhanced. This al-
ternative would allow the National Park Ser-
vice to concentrate limited resources into
hub areas. This alternative would discourage
expanded new entrances to the park and
would encourage National Park Service su-
pervision, education, and monitoring where
use is greatest.

Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area
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The visitor experience would be more gre-
garious, with more opportunity for socializ-
ing and involvement in group activities and
less opportunity for solitude in the vicinity of
the hubs. However, the opportunity for soli-
tude would still exist at park locations outside
the hubs. A nine- mile pristine river zone
would be established between McGinnis
Ferry Road and Highway 20 that would pro-
vide visitors with the opportunity to experi-
ence the river in a relatively natural condi-
tion.

Motor vessels (gasoline- driven motors)
would be defined as an appropriate use in the
upper portion of Bull Sluice Lake. Bull Sluice
Lake is the only lake within the 48- mile park,
providing a unique recreation opportunity
for the use of motorized vessels.

Expanded Use Alternative

In this alternative, expanding and distributing
access throughout the park, including newly ac-
quired parcels, would provide varying visitor ex-
periences. New facilities would be developed or
existing facilities would be refurbished. Connec-
tivity to existing neighborhoods would be opti-
mized, providing similar visitor experiences
throughout the park. This alternative would have
the following specific features:

Because this linear park is located adjacent to
the most densely developed neighborhoods
and business communities of the metropoli-
tan area, access to the park could be ex-
panded in the future for current and new
visitors.

The National Park Service could expand visi-
tor experiences to local visitors and day use
visitors from business parks and neighbor-
hoods and would provide trail linkages to
city- and county- funded and supervised
parks.

Trails from existing and proposed develop-
ments would be managed to encourage use by
an expanded group of visitors. This would
require a higher level of self- help and indi-
vidual reliance from a wide range of sources.

A proactive National Park Service outreach
program would de- emphasize solitude and

1:\738738_743413 CHAT\GMP- EIS\Public Draft o4\Public Draft Final Edits\Chapters 1 and 2.doc



Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area
Draft General Management Plan/EIS

emphasize a more social, community- based
group experience. Expanding uses and access
would require a redefinition of gathering
spaces surrounding the national park, which
would be used for picnics, celebrations,
neighborhood meetings, and family walks.
Visitor experience would be characterized as
one of convenience and personal attachment.

Facilities for the park would be necessarily
distributed throughout the 48 miles, based on
availability of resources and local community
support to serve a greater and more diverse
population of residents. This alternative
would have the potential to strengthen com-
munity involvement in environmental pro-
tection of the park and its resources. Local
self- help education and voluntary pub-
lic/private partnerships could enhance park
stewardship.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The environmental consequences section describes
the effects of the alternative on each of the 10 im-
pact topics.

The process of determining environmental conse-
quences included identifying the regulations and
policies applicable to each impact topic, and then
defining the methods to conduct the analysis. This
included defining impact intensities such as negli-
gible, minor, moderate, or major effects for each
impact topic; determining whether the effects were
adverse or beneficial; and establishing time frames
for long- term and short- term effects. The impacts
associated with the construction and operation
phases of each alternative were also defined. Cu-
mualtive effects of park action inside the park on
park resources and visitor experience, as well as
cumulative effects of actions in the local and re-
gional area surrounding the park on park re-
sources, were also assessed. The impact analysis
compared future conditions under potential new
types of management practices (action alternatives)
to future conditions that would occur if current
management practices were to continue un-
changed (Continue Current Management / No
Action Alternative). The following is a summary of
the results of the environmental impact assessment:

viii

Impacts of the No Action Alternative:
Overall, the No Action Alternative provides a
baseline against which the effects of the ac-
tion alternatives can be evaluated. Under the
No Action Alternative, present management
practices, resource conditions/trends, and
the current visitor experiences/trends would
continue into the future. In addition, under
the No Action Alternative, the park’s
boundaries would not be increased to 10,000
acres. The No Action Alternative would thus
essentially continue the existing conditions
and management practices in the park. Be-
cause park staff resources are limited, visitor
education would be minimal. The park is
currently experiencing problems with soil
erosion, sedimentation of streams from sur-
rounding development, excessive growth of
invasive species of plants, and excessive use
of social trails (trails not constructed and
maintained by National Park Service but cre-
ated by visitors). In addition, cultural re-
sources are being degraded through physical
disturbance. Impairmanet of cultural re-
sources is therefore possible under the No
Action Alternative. In this sense, the park is
not in compliance with all applicable Na-
tional Park Service policies, mandates, and
regulations. Implementation of the No Action
Alternative would result in a continuation of
these problems and of non- compliance in
some instances.

Limited construction and continued mainte-
nance would occur under the No Action Al-
ternative. The park would continue to repair
and maintain roads, boat ramps, trails, park-
ing lots, and buildings at current levels. Some
new facilities would be constructed and op-
erated in the park, however.

The overall effects of the No Action Alterna-
tive on natural resources would lead to grad-
ual long- term reduction of the value of natu-
ral and cultural resources in the park, as a re-
sult of less effective resource and trail man-
agement in comparison with the action alter-
natives. However, National Environmental
Policy Act environmental assessments would
still be required for the majority of new park
facilities, and this would provide assurance
that avoidance of potentially adverse direct
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and cumulative impacts would be achieved to
the maximum extent possible.

Impacts of the Focus on Solitude Alterna-
tive: Approximately 69 percent of the park
(6,900 acres of the total 10,000 acres) would
be left in a more natural state as urban primi-
tive and pristine river zones. Slightly more
than 2.7 percent of the park (276 acres) would
be included in developed zones. However,
the primary visitor experience would be fo-
cused on achieving solitude and isolation.
Approximately 32 percent of the park (3,200
acres) would be designated as developed,
natural area recreation, and cultural resource
zones.

Increased educational and research opportu-
nities would occur compared to the No Ac-
tion Alternative. The Focus on Solitude Al-
ternative would focus on providing visitors
the maximum amount of opportunity to ex-
perience the natural features of the park, but
with relatively few access points along the
48- mile corridor. Construction would be
more limited under this alternative than the
No Action Alternative, and would still be
completed according to the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act and
National Park Service policies.

Effects of construction and operation of new
facilities would be of lower intensity as com-
pared with the No Action Alternative because
the overall level of construction activity
would be less than the No Action Alternative,
and because resource management plans,
commercial services plans, and trail plans
would be prepared and implemented.

Impacts of the Preferred Alternative —
Centralized Access: Approximately 40 per-
cent of the park (4,000 acres of the total
10,000 acres) would be available to visitors
through the developed, natural area recrea-
tion, and cultural resource zones. Five devel-
oped zoneswould be allowed under this al-
ternative, totaling approximately 2.7 percent
of the total park area (272 acres). However,
the actual amount of disturbed land within
the developed zone would be much smaller,
since only a fraction of each zone would ac-
tually be physically disturbed. This same
principle applies to construction activities in

Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area
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any of the other zones. In addition, National
Environmental Policy Act environmental as-
sessments would still be required for the ma-
jority of new park facilities, and this would
provide assurance that avoidance of poten-
tially adverse direct and cumulative impacts
was achieved to the maximum extent possi-
ble. These environmental assessments would
be tiered to the general management
plan/environmental impact statement as a
means of assuring that all issues identified by
the public during scoping are addressed ef-
fectively.

Under this alternative, visitors would be
drawn to a maximum of up to three hubs and
five developed zones distributed along the
length of the 48- mile park corridor. Trails
would also be constructed in certain areas.
Hubs and trails, as well as any other new park
facilities, would be sited according to the
avoidance, minimization, and compensation
sequencing requirements of the National En-
vironmental Policy Act and the non-
impairment policy of the National Park Ser-
vice. This could involve use of innovative ap-
proaches, such as locating hubs outside park
boundaries or joint use of adjoining, existing
facilities.

This alternative would allow increased edu-
cational opportunities for visitors through
centralized facilities and access to resources
and information from park rangers. Visitors
would still have ample opportunity to experi-
ence solitude and other similar activities in
natural areas between the hubs. An interme-
diate level of construction would occur in the
hubs and for trail systems or other National
Park Service facilities, in comparison with the
No Action Alternative.

In general, relative effects of this alternative
on the environment would therefore be
moderate in comparison to the No Action
Alternativee. The general effects of this alter-
native as a result of construction would be
greater than the No Action alternative be-
cause some new construction would take
place in the hubs and developed zones. How-
ever, the long- term effects of the Centralized
Access Alternative would be beneficial, be-
cause it would include planning for and ef-
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fective management of various natural and
cultural resources, commercial services, and
trail management. The No Action Alternative
would not develop or implement these plans.

Impacts of the Expanded Use Alternative:
Approximately 85 percent (8,500 acres of the
total 10,000 acres) of the park would be avail-
able to visitors through the developed, natu-
ral area recreation, and cultural resource
zones. However, visitor use would be focused
and concentrated on a variety of access
points and a total of eleven developed zones
distributed throughout the park. Numerous
types of facilities would be constructed and
operated within these developed zones, such
as boat access points, trail heads, and inter-
pretive facilities. Trails would be constructed
in a greater number of areas than under the
other alternatives, with approximately 74
percent of the park (7,400 acres) designated
as natural area recreation zone. Because visi-
tor use would be concentrated in the devel-
oped zones, however, visitors would still be
able to utilize the extensive areas between
these zones for less structured activities.

Access points and trails, and any other new
park facilities would be sited according to the
avoidance, minimization and compensation
sequencing requirements of the National En-
vironmental Policy Act. Development would
be limited as a result, and sites where con-
struction would be proposed would be care-
fully selected and managed to avoid adverse
effects of soil erosion and habitat distur-
bance. Implementation of this alternative
could also involve use of innovative ap-
proaches such as locating facilities outside
park boundaries, or joint use of adjoining,
existing facilities.

This alternative would have the highest rela-
tive degree of impact on the environment
compared to the No Action Alternative.
However, the park would benefit from the
development and implementation of resource
management plans, commercial services
plans, and trail plans. These plans would be
designed to protect and restore natural and
cultural resources in the park.

All three action alternatives would have a major
beneficial long- term impact on community and
visitor values as a result of the improved education
and interpretation facilities. Compared to the No
Action Alternative, these would provide greater
opportunities for the public to learn about and
experience the park’s natural and cultural re-
sources. The action alternatives would also en-
hance the efficiency of park administration and
improve monitoring and other protective services
provided by park rangers.

None of the action alternatives would result in
impairment of natural or cultural resources or
transportation. All action alternatives would in-
clude development and implementation of a re-
source management plan, a water resource man-
agement plan, a fisheries management plan, a col-
lections management plan, a commercial services
plan, fire management plan, and an integrated trails
system plan. These plans would provide effective
means for balancing the desired forms of use of the
park by visitors while allowing for preservation and
protection of park natural and cultural resources.

The vast majority of the effects of the action alter-
natives would not result in major, adverse long-
term effects on the cultural or natural resources of
the park. The Focus on Solitude Alternative would
result in a major, long- term, adverse effect on
visitors who desire more active forms of recreation
in the park because this alternative would pose the
most restrictions on these types of use. This alter-
native would have a major beneficial effect on
visitors who valued a less active and more nature-
oriented experience within the park, however. The
Expanded Use Alternative was also estimated to
result in major adverse long- term effects on trans-
portation at six locations in the park. However,
detailed site- specific transportation analyses
would be conducted as part of tiered environ-
mental assessments for future proposed projects
and measures to minimize or reduce impacts would
be developed. As part of these environmental
assessments, possible site- specific traffic solutions
such as traffic calming measures or altered flow
patterns at park access points would be identified.
This would result in improved localized condi-
tions, which would be considered moderate, bene-
ficial, long- term effects on transportations systems
associated with the park. The overall adverse im-
pacts of the Expanded Use Alternative on trans-

1:\738738_743413 CHAT\GMP- EIS\Public Draft 04\Public Draft Final Edits\Chapters 1 and 2.doc



portation are defined as being moderate and long-
term as a result of these factors.

Major, long- term, adverse effects were predicted
to result from the continued cumulative effects of
development around the narrow, linear park, but
these are outside the direct control of park man-
agement. The primary effects of development in
areas surrounding the park include excessive storm
water runoff and associated effects on surface
water hydrology, water quality, and aquatic re-
sources, physical encroachment, spread of exotic
species, and high levels of visitor use on informal
trails. These cumulative effects are not the result of
management actions taken at the park, but do
present an opportunity for development of out-
reach and partnership programs designed to ad-
dress these issues.

MITIGATION MEASURES OF THE ACTION
ALTERNATIVES

Mitigation and best management practices were
included throughout the formulation of the alter-
natives included in this general management plan.
Measures taken to protect natural resources in-
clude siting new facilities in disturbed areas when-
ever feasible to avoid causing new effects on re-
sources. Boardwalks, fences, signs, and similar
measures would route people away from sensitive
resources, such as wetlands or riparian habitats,
while permitting access to important viewpoints.
Wetland and sensitive riparian habitats would be
delineated by qualified specialists and clearly
marked before construction work proceeded.

Mitigation actions would also occur prior to con-
struction to minimize immediate and long- term
effects to rare, threatened, and endangered species,
wetlands, and terrestrial ecological resources.
Adverse effects to cultural resources would be
minimized by applying the Secretary of the Inte-
rior’s Standards for Archeology and Historic Pres-
ervation and by using visual screens and/or sensi-
tive designs compatible with historic resources. In
addition, all action alternatives would include
development and implementation of a resource
management plan, a water resource management
plan, a fisheries management plan, a collections
management plan, a commercial services plan, a
fire management plan, and an integrated trails
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system plan, which would significantly mitigate
adverse effects on park resources.

SELECTING THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

A choosing by advantages workshop was held to
select a preferred alternative. The choosing by
advantages method provides a trackable, objective,
logical procedure for assigning numerical scores
that show the relative advantage of alternatives.
The National Park Service uses this method to
allow a non- biased selection of the preferred
alternative from a set of initial draft alternatives.

Using this method, the advantages of the three
draft alternatives were scored and compared; the
alternative with the highest score was determined
to be the preferred alternative. The preferred
alternative was then further analyzed to incorpo-
rate additional advantageous features from the
other two draft alternatives, thereby raising the
score of the preferred alternative while achieving
the highest degree of advantage. The workshop
identified the Centralized Access Alternative as the
preferred alternative.

ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

By reviewing potential effects on resources and
effects of visitor use, and developing proposed
measures for mitigating effects on natural and
cultural resources, the National Park Service has
determined that the environmental preferable
alternative is the Centralized Access Alternative.
While some specific actions under the Focus on
Solitude Alternative may achieve similar, or in
some cases greater, levels of protection for certain
cultural resources and natural resources compared
to the Centralized Access Alternative, the Central-
ized Access Alternative best achieves the six condi-
tions prescribed under the National Environmental
Policy Act Section 101. While many actions in other
alternatives may be similar to the environmentally
preferred alternative in their effect and conse-
quence, the Centralized Access Alternative:

Provides a high level of protection of natural
and cultural resources while concurrently at-
taining the widest range of neutral and benefi-
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cial uses of the environment without degrada- Integrates resource protection with opportu-
tion; nities for an appropriate range of visitor uses.

Maintains an environment that supports
diversity and variety of individual choice; and

xii
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